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Abstract: Public managers’ decisions are affected by cognitive biases. For instance, employees’ previous year’s 
performance ratings influence new ratings irrespective of actual performance. Nevertheless, experimental knowledge 
of public managers’ cognitive biases is limited, and debiasing techniques have rarely been studied. Using a survey 
experiment on 1,221 public managers and employees in the United Kingdom, this research (1) replicates two 
experiments on anchoring to establish empirical generalization across institutional contexts and (2) tests a consider-
the-opposite debiasing technique. The results indicate that anchoring bias replicates in a different institutional context, 
although effect sizes differ. Furthermore, a low-cost, low-intensity consider-the-opposite technique mitigates anchoring 
bias in this survey experiment. An exploratory subgroup analysis indicates that the effect of the intervention depends on 
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question:	Does anchoring bias affect public management decisions 
across institutional contexts, and can anchoring bias in decision-making 









































































































































































































































































































































Figure 1 Experimental Design and Flow
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Means of experiment 1 in days
Mean Low original High original

























Table 1 Descriptives and Differences per Group per Condition
Low CTO Low CTO High High All
% female 80.5 78.4 78.2 78.1 78.8
% manager 32.2 30.2 32.7 29.7 31.2
Average age 39.41 39.34 39.19 38.88 39.21
Sector of employment
% health care 23.5 22.6 25.1 22.5 23.4
% education 41.0 41.0 39.6 42.8 41.1
% administration 15.6 13.4 16.8 13.4 14.8
% other 19.9 23.0 18.5 21.2 20.6
Educational background*
% technical and scientific degree 22.5 24.3 28.1 32.4 26.8
% social and humanities degree 45.9 48.2 46.9 48.4 47.3
Notes: The differences between groups were tested through chi-square tests 
apart from the difference in average age, which was calculated using an ANOVA. 












































































































Low CTO Low CTO High High
Means of experiment 2 of performance ratings
Mean Low original High original
Figure 3 Means of Experiment 2 and Bellé, Cantarelli, and 
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Appendix—Conditions for Each Experiment






















Table A1 Subgroup Analysis Goal-Setting Experiment
Managers Employees
Replication Low CTO High CTO Replication Low CTO High CTO
t-score 9.29*** 3.39** −.37 14.55*** 4.17*** −3.39**
Cohen’s d 1.42 0.50 .00 1.39 0.41 0.33
n 189 186 184 422 418 416
M(SD)
Low 3.42 (2.13) 3.42 (2.13) 3.82 (3.30) 3.82 (3.30)
High 18.80 (15.58) 18.80 (15.58) 25.80 (21.89) 25.80 (21.89)
Low CTO 4.69 (2.94) 5.41 (4.41)
High CTO 17.97 (15.25) 19.48 (15.77)
*** p < .001; ** p < .01.
Table A2 Subgroup Analysis Performance Feedback Experiment
Managers Employees
Replication Low CTO High CTO Replication Low CTO High CTO
t-score 16.94*** 2.58* −6.95*** 18.26*** 1.63 −6.58***
Cohen’s d 2.47 0.38 1.02 1.72 0.16 0.65
n 190 187 186 422 416 416
M(SD)
Low 67.58 (9.46) 67.58 (9.46) 70.71 (10.38) 70.71 (10.38)
High 88.36 (7.18) 88.36 (7.18) 88.20 (9.25) 88.20 (9.25)
Low CTO 70.77 (7.14) 72.13 (7.17)
High CTO 79.61 (9.74) 82.49 (8.39)
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; *p < .05.
